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Second language acquisition (SLA) is a relatively new field of enquiry. Before the late 1960s, educators did write about L2 learning, but very much as an adjunct of language teaching pedagogy, underpinned by behaviourism, the then-dominant learning theory in psychology. In this view, the task facing learners of foreign languages was to rote-learn and practise the grammatical patterns and vocabulary of the language to be learnt, in order to form new 'habits', that is to create new stimulus-response pairings which would become stronger with reinforcement. In order for the 'old habits' of the L1 not to interfere with this process by being 'copied', or transferred, into the L2, researchers embarked on thorough descriptions of pairs of languages to be learnt, in order to identify areas that are different and would thus be difficult.
The focus of enquiry at the time was therefore very much the description of L1-L2 pairings, and little attention was being paid to what foreign language learners actually did with the input they received, or to their actual productions in the L2. This changed in the second half of the 1960s, primarily as a result of the Chomskyan 'revolution' in the field of L1 acquisition. L1 children were shown to be highly creative in their acquisition of language, rather than mere imitators of the language around them. In the context of L2 acquisition, researchers started focusing on what learners actually produced for the first time, especially their errors, drawing the conclusion that much of their productions cannot be traced back to their L1, nor the L2 they are exposed to. Additionally, research found that what is different in two languages is not necessarily difficult for learners, and what is similar not necessarily easy.
If I lingered a while on these very early stages, it is because this very simple fact -namely that in order to understand SLA we need to investigate what learners actually do and produce, as well as the context in which they learn, rather than merely focus on the description of source and target languages -led to a major shift in SLA theorising. Redefined in this way, the field needed to turn to a wide range of neighbouring disciplines in order to do justice to its multifaceted nature. Descriptive linguistics and behaviourism were no longer the only disciplines relevant to this endeavour, and researchers started drawing on theoretical frameworks having their origins in psychology (e.g. processing, individual differences), theoretical linguistics (syntax, lexis, semantics, discourse, pragmatics, phonology), education, sociolinguistics, L1 acquisition, sociocultural theory, neurolinguistics and others. This led to a myriad of theoretical approaches, sometimes complementary, sometimes incompatible.
The following timeline traces this journey. Its emphasis is therefore historical, prioritising works which were influential at the start of a new line of enquiry, and focusing on theories which have had a lasting impact on SLA research and given rise to many studies. Very recent theorising is therefore not given the same prominence as earlier research, as it is more difficult to say how influential it will eventually be in shaping the field. The focus is on the processes involved in acquisition, rather than on the teaching of foreign languages, as these two research fields have relatively little overlap. The treatment of the various theoretical approaches is inevitably oversimplified and highly selective, but it is hoped that the reader will get a good overview of the development of this highly complex and multifaceted field of research. The works cited are mostly influential theoretical pieces, but also sometimes empirical studies which started a major new line of SLA theorising. Readers interested in more detailed treatments of the subject may wish to consult, for example, Mitchell & Myles (2004) Fries develops a pedagogy of language based on behaviourism, which claims that repetition and practice lead to accurate and fluent foreign language habits, and that teaching must be based on the careful comparison of the L1 and L2 of the learner, in order to teach what is different in the L2 -and therefore difficult for that learner.
1957 Skinner, B. F. (1957) . Verbal behavior. New York: Appleton-Century-Croft.
In a detailed account of behaviourism applied specifically to language, Skinner argues that language learning, like any other learning, takes place through stimulus-responsereinforcement leading to the formation of habits. This work does not deal primarily with L2 acquisition, but is included here because of the major influence it had on shaping the field of SLA in its early days. In keeping with behaviourist thinking, Lado compares pairs of languages in order to identify differences, as these will be the areas which will be difficult for the learner and which the teacher must concentrate on, in order to avoid transfer from the first language. This is termed 'Contrastive Analysis'. Newmark (in contrast to LADO (1964) and the then-dominant behaviourist thinking) argues that teachers should let the learning process in the classroom take its course, rather than try to directly shape it as in behaviourist methods such as audiolingualism. This represents a major departure in conceptualising the learning process. Corder, S. P. (1967) . The significance of learners' errors. International Review of Applied Linguistics 5, 161-169.
Corder is the first to draw attention to the significance of studying learners' errors, as it becomes evident that a great number do not originate in the L1 of learners, and that learners seem to have an in-built syllabus of their own, as suggested by CHOMSKY (1959) in the context of L1 acquisition. This major shift from comparing L1 and L2 to studying learner language itself mirrors significant developments in L1 acquisition (e.g. Klima & Bellugi 1966 , who found developmental stages in the acquisition of negation in a study of three children).
1967 Lenneberg, E. (1967) . Biological foundations of language. New York: Wiley.
In the wake of the Chomskyan 'revolution' (CHOMSKY 1959) , Lenneberg suggests that there must be a innate language faculty which is biologically triggered, in order to explain why L1 children seem to 'grow' language spontaneously, as long as language is around them, in the same way as they will learn to walk or grow teeth, without the need for any intervention or teaching. Following on the work of CORDER (1967), Selinker coins the term INTERLANGUAGE to refer to the L2 learner's developing system (both the L2 system of a learner at a given point in time and the series of interlocking systems developing over time). This term puts the emphasis firmly on the learner system in its own right and captures the imagination of L2 researchers, keen to move away from contrastive analysis (see LADO 1957), for both theoretical and empirical reasons. Dulay & Burt answer CORDER'S (1967) call for investigating learners' errors, carrying out the first major study. They argue that only 3% of errors L2 children make can be traced back to their L1, and that most errors are developmental rather than the result of 'habit formation' (see SKINNER 1957), and they tell teachers that if children are provided with rich input, syntax will take care of itself. They investigate -in the context of L2 acquisition -Roger Brown's (1973) findings that L1 children go through a well-defined order of acquisition of grammatical morphemes in English, and find similar patterns in L2 learners (the so-called 'morpheme studies'; see DULAY ET AL. 1982). (1973) morpheme studies with adult L2 learners and find very similar results. They use the same method, the Bilingual Syntax Measure, which attracts some criticisms at the time, and subsequently. The morpheme studies are highly significant, as they show for the first time that L1 and L2 acquisition might not be as different from one another as commonly believed, and are both driven by learner internal creative mechanisms rather than behaviourist principles. With the focus now firmly on the study of L2 production, Schumann notices that early interlanguages resemble pidgins before becoming more complex in ways similar to the creolisation process. He also claims that L2 learners who feel closer to the target language community are likely to make the most progress beyond the pidgin stage. He terms this process 'acculturation'. Bialystok is the first to draw a distinction between implicit (subconscious) and explicit (conscious) knowledge in SLA, arguing that the two interact. The implicit/explicit dichotomy has led to much subsequent theorising, as, for example, in KRASHEN (1981) , who claims that learning (conscious process) does not lead to acquisition (subconscious process).
Bailey et al. replicate DULAY & BURT'S
1979 Givón, T. (1979) . From discourse to syntax: Grammar as a processing strategy. In T. Givón (ed.), Syntax and semantics. New York: Academic Press, 81-112.
Givón argues that learner speech in early stages resembles the 'pragmatic mode' typical of informal speech, relying heavily on context. He contrasts this with the 'syntactic mode' of more formal styles which rely more on grammatical coding. Authors such as Huebner (1983), Dittmar (1984 ), or Sato (1990 apply and develop this model in a range of detailed small-scale L2 studies, in what will later be referred to as the functionalist tradition (see KLEIN & PERDUE 1992) . Long's Ph.D. thesis provides the foundation for much later work (including his own, e.g. Long 1996) investigating the role of input and interaction in L2 acquisition. He shows that learners are active partners in L2 interactions rather than mere recipients of input, negotiating the input in order to maximise its comprehensibility, given their current developmental level. This work represents a new departure, from the initial focus on contrastive analysis (LADO 1957) , then on learner productions and errors (CORDER 1967) to a focus on the input learners receive and how they engage with it. Krashen, S. (1981) . Second language acquisition and second language learning. Oxford: Pergamon.
At a theoretical level, Krashen develops and refines his influential Monitor Model, which claims that 'learning' and 'acquisition' are different processes. Acquisition is the subconscious process whereby the learner constructs the grammar of the L2 and conscious learning (of, for example, grammar rules) cannot impact on this process. It can only be used to 'monitor' (and, if necessary, modify) output once an utterance has been produced by the acquired system. 1983 Flynn, S. (1983 . A study of the effects of principal branching direction in second language acquisition: The generalization of a parameter of Universal Grammar from first to second language acquisition. Ph.D. dissertation, Cornell University.
One of the very first to apply a generative model to SLA is Flynn. Her doctoral dissertation investigates the implications of UG theory for L2 acquisition, by testing whether L2 learners can reset their L1 parameters to the L2 values (UG claims that all human languages consist of universal principles which are common to all languages, and a limited set of parameters which vary from one language to another). She concludes that, in the case of the Head parameter (which dictates the ordering of constituents within a language) at least, resetting is possible and occurs very early on. The significance of this new line of research is two-fold: It provides a principled framework for investigating similarities and differences in L1 and L2 acquisition, and it leads to a wealth of empirical studies (very few empirical studies investigating learner productions took place before the early 1980s). Pienemann is the first to link developmental stages to learnability and teachability issues, suggesting that it is only when a given stage has been acquired that learners will be able to learn the following one. There had been very little attempt until now to link research on L2 development to teaching concerns. Krashen develops his Input Hypothesis, arguing that all learners need in order to acquire an L2 is to be exposed to comprehensible input just beyond their current developmental level (i + 1). Krashen is subsequently criticised because his hypothesis is untestable and circular (it is not clear how i + 1 can be defined scientifically, other than by saying that a structure must be i + 1 because it has been acquired, and that it has been acquired because it is i + 1). See LONG 1980; LONG 1996 and SWAIN 1985 for further work on the role of the input/output. Swain argues that learners not only need comprehensible language input, but that they also need to produce output in order to develop their communicative abilities in the L2 to a high standard. This follows research on immersion students in Canada (who are taught their academic subjects through the medium of L2 French), who become close to native-like in comprehension, but whose productive abilities lag behind and remain short of native-like competence. She further develops this work in Swain 1995. McLaughlin, B. (1987) . Theories of second language learning. London: Arnold.
After the fall of behaviourism in the 1970s, researchers shied away from models of learning coming from psychology. McLaughlin bucks this trend and uses Anderson's information processing model (called ACT; Anderson 1983 Anderson , 1985 to argue that L2 learning involves processes controlled by the short-term memory initially, which through repeated activation become automatised and move to the long-term memory, from which they can be retrieved quickly and effortlessly, and without conscious attention. As new linguistic structures are incorporated within the system, restructuring takes place. Giving further legitimacy to resorting to general models of learning from psychology to explain SLA, Bley-Vroman argues that there are too many important differences between L1 and L2 acquisition to claim that UG underpins both. His 'fundamental difference hypothesis' claims that L1 acquisition can be explained by UG, but that L2 acquisition is the result of general cognitive mechanisms. This line of enquiry will become very influential and lead to the application of constructionist or emergentist models of language learning to the L2 context (see for example N. C. ELLIS 2003; HAWKINS 2008) . An important question underlying much of the work within the generative framework is whether UG underpins both L1 and L2 acquisition, or whether there is a 'critical period' during which it needs to be activated (BLEY VROMAN 1989; WHITE 1989) . The critical period hypothesis (CPH) claims that there is a window of opportunity -usually thought to last up to puberty -for acquiring an L1 naturally and effortlessly, after which it becomes impossible (LENNEBERG 1967 Much emphasis to-date has been on common patterns across L2 learners, and not much attention has been paid to individual variation. Skehan investigates the role of individual differences in L2 learning. Constructs such as language aptitude, motivation, personality and anxiety among others become widely researched thereafter, e.g. by researchers such as Robinson (2002) Also turning to psychological constructs to explain the L2 acquisition process, Schmidt argues that (comprehensible) input (KRASHEN 1985) is not sufficient; it needs to become intake, and this is done through 'noticing', i.e. registering a form in the input. Cook argues that the bilingual mind is not merely two monolingual minds added together. Not only does the L1 have an impact on the L2, but the L2 also impacts on the first, and this has important implications for a view of the mental grammar as one (and only one) instantiation of UG, with parameters having been set one way (WHITE 1989; HAWKINS 2001 Whereas errors were the focus of much attention in the early days of SLA theorising (CORDER 1967; RICHARDS 1974) , their study became rather neglected thereafter. In a much-cited study, Lyster & Ranta are among the first to investigate systematically the type of error feedback provided by teachers in L2 classrooms and conclude that recasts (where the teacher repeats what the learner has produced, but without the mistake and without any explanation) are the most common but also the least effective in so far as they seldom lead to self-correction by the students. Within the UG tradition and on the basis of the study of an end-state learner whose grammar has fossilised, Lardiere argues that the ability to acquire syntax is unimpaired in L2 learners and that they still have access to UG parameters for the L2. What is impaired is the ability to map morphological paradigms onto the relevant syntactic categories. She shows that after 18 years living and working in the US, this learner has no problem with syntax but persistently fails to provide inflections on verbs. This much-cited study is the only longitudinal investigation over a very long time-span, with the first recordings after 10 years of residence and the second after 18 years.
